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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 95-2428

HARRY G NEMEC, ELI ZABETH H. NEMEC,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,

Ver sus

JESSE MORLEY, JR., Salesman #13477, Lowe's
Home Center, Incorporated; JAMES RElKERT,
Sal esman #44306, Lowe's Home Center, |ncorpo-
rat ed; JOHN ACHENG Manager, Lowe's Corporate
Headquarters; GLENN A. WLSON, Technical Ser-
vi ces, Hoover Wod Products; JOSEPH DOZI ER,
Vice President, Hoover Wod Products; ALLEN
HORNE, Chanpion International Corporation,
Forest Products; GARY BROUGHTON, Chanpion In-
ternational Corporation, Forest Products; GARY
YOUNG, Chanpion |International Corporation,
Forest Products; SHERI ELDRI DGE, Chanpion In-
ternati onal Corporation, Forest Products; ALAN
JONES, Champion International Corporation,
Forest Products,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Norfolk. Richard B. Kellam Senior District
Judge. (CA-95-407-2)

Submitted: April 15, 1996 Deci ded: April 22, 1996

Bef ore ERVIN and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and CHAPMAN, Senior Circuit
Judge.




Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Harry G Nenec, Elizabeth H. Nenec, Appellants Pro Se. Colleen
Treacy Di ckerson, HElI LI G MCKENRY, FRAI M& LOLLAR, Norfol k, Virgin-
i a; Heat her Ann Mul I en, WLLI AMS, KELLY & GREER, Norfol k, Virgini a;
Thomas Brian Kelly, WRI GHT, ROBI NSON, MCCAMMON, OSTHI MER & TATUM
Virginia Beach, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM

Appel | ants appeal fromthe district court's order di sm ssing
their diversity action for |lack of subject matter jurisdiction
after finding that they failed to establish that the anmount in
controversy exceeded $50,000. 28 U S.C. § 1332 (1988). W have
reviewed the record and the district court's opinion and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the

district court. Nenec v. Morley, No. CA-95-407-2 (E.D. Va. June 20,

1995). We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the naterials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFl RVED



